Why these goals? We believe that the members of the KM community want recognition as a discipline. We are not just a subset of the information systems community, nor are we a subset of the organizational behavior community. We are a fusion of many disciplines that many of us believe is a discipline in its own right. This is in contrast to Spiegler (2000) , who suggests that KM is just a new name for an old idea. While the idea may be old, we believe we have emerged as a discipline based on new technologies, methodologies, and theories. To support this assertion we referr to Kuhn (1996) , who lists several criteria that define a discipline:
• Formation of specialized journals.
• Foundation of professional societies (or specialized interest groups within societies-SIGs).
• Claim to a special place in academe (and academe's curriculum).
• An accepted body of knowledge for group members to build upon, eliminating having to build their field anew with each paper.
• Promulgation of scholarly articles intended for and "addressed only to professional colleagues, [those] whose knowledge of a shared paradigm can be assumed and who prove to be the only ii ones able to read the papers addressed to them, i.e., a specialized ontology."
We believe KM meets these criteria to some degree. However, we do not meet them well, as discussed in the following paragraphs.
Despite special issues in several mainstream academic journals, knowledge management has lacked outlets dedicated to KM research. In the past few years three jour- (eKnowledgeCenter, 2004) . The establishment and growth of these groups addresses the second criteria regarding professional societies; however, this community is fragmented. As preparation for starting this journal we attended several conferences that included KM. Attendance at these conferences and review of their proceedings clearly show KM research communities. Curiously though, there appears to be little shared awareness among these communities as evidenced by the relatively few papers referenced or built upon from other conferences. The journal seeks to unite these communities by raising awareness of these collective communities and their research and sharing knowledge management research and practices. The journal will do this by reviewing a conference in each of the initial issues. As stated earlier, this issue reviews the KM Cluster at the HICSS conference. The KM Cluster has its roots in organizational memory (OM) and was chosen first because of its 12-year history, and having HICSS held the second week of January makes it the first conference of the year. Additionally, the journal will seek out and publish extended versions of quality papers from these conferences, as well as quality submissions from all members of the KM research community. The first three papers in this issue are from the KM Cluster. Finally, we will strive to make this research available to the KM community as quickly as possible and target a six to eight-week review cycle. To summarize, we meet the criteria of special interest groups but we need to do a better job of building the KM community.
A quick Web search or perusal of college catalogues yields a list of many universities offering courses in KM. A cursory scan of dissertation abstracts over the last five years shows a number of works that focus on KM and related topics. The growth of KM courses and graduate theses legitimizes the claim that KM has found a place in academe, thus satisfying the third requirement. However, we also recognize that there are no certification programs or specialized degree programs for KM; this may be a weakness in recognizing KM as a discipline.
The last two criteria look at having a body of knowledge and ontology. Publishing high-quality research supports the establishment and growth of the KM body of knowledge and ontology. Building the body of knowledge and ontology needs to be a priority for the KM community and is a goal of the journal. Why do we assert this need? We reviewed the citations from 132 KM related papers presented at HICSS from 1998 through 2004 to identify seminal works. HICSS papers were chosen for their availability and widespread coverage of the KM field. The HICSS review presents the viewpoint that KM includes the topics of OM and organizational learning (OL). We accept this view and categorized the papers as KM, OM, or OL. The 132 papers yielded more than 3,000 citations, of which approximately 500 focused on these key areas. Table 1 presents the top 10 cited KM manuscripts from the 101 KM papers. "Cited" refers to the number of times the citation is listed in the references; "years" reflects the number of years the citation appeared in at least one paper. The most heavily cited work appears in 41 of 101 papers, while the second and third most citations appear in 38 and 29 papers respectively. There appears to be some consensus (41%, 38%, and 29%) for the top three citations being seminal works and defining terms such as "tacit" and "explicit" knowledge, but there is little consensus on other items of interest. Also, it should be noted that a couple of citations are on the path to joining the seminal group and did not make the top three only because they have not been available long enough. This table indicates a weak body of knowledge and little common ontology. Table 2 presents the top 10 OM manuscripts cited in the 32 OM papers. The table headings are the same as in Table 1 . Note that the top 2 citations appear in 22 and 16 papers respectively while the remaining eight citations are in nine or fewer papers and are all conference proceedings, mostly from HICSS. There is agreement that two papers (69% and 50%) are OM seminal works. Table 3 presents the top 10 OL manuscripts cited in the 31 OL papers. The top four citations appear in 19, 19, 18, and 18 papers respectively. There is reasonable consensus (61%-58%) that these four papers are the OL seminal works.
The citation counts show that there are only a few models and theories and little common ontology. However, the body of literature is growing rapidly. More than 500 KM, OM, and OL citations were identified. Many of the cited manuscripts have been published since 2001 and many were refereed conference proceedings. Converting these citations into journal articles takes time, but papers originally appearing at HICSS (and other con- Organization Studies, 16(6), 1021 -1046 . 9 4 Nonaka, I., & Konno, N. (1998 . The concept of "ba": Building a foundation for knowledge creation. California Management Review, 40(3), 40-55. 9 4 Polanyi, M. (1966 ferences) are showing up in peer-reviewed journals on a regular basis. While the existence of seminal works and accepted theories exist, we conclude that we need to do more to establish our body of knowledge and ontology. This leads to the journal's goal of publishing high-quality research. 
